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Attached are Randy Squires 1 unexecuted Answers to Interrogatories. 
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-i«ssr 



RANDY SQUIRES et al. 



Plaintiffs 



v. 



ROBERT ATCHESON, etal. 



■ xi rt i-O5-cv-Oll20(JR) 
Civil Action No. l .U3 cv « » . 

judge James Robertson 



Defendants 

C OMBSKOW*e«^S qUireS ,an d ^s teM0 ^--«o 

Defendant's Interrogatories. 

I GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

♦ „ to the extent that it seeks information protected 
a Plaintiff objects to each interrogatory to the exten 

, , -n,. inadvMttnt revelation of any such pnvilegeoan p 
produced. The inadverte uh re ^ to that information or the 

i- .u. ^riirileae or doctruie wt«h respect m 
deemed a waiver of any applicable pnvtlege 

subject matter thereof. .^^^ „,„ fc 

B . pUinufTobie^oeaeh^ogarorytotheexren 

„ ,d be readily avaiiabieto Defendant from thei, ow* records and/or do 
or should be, readily a , h information would, therefore, be 

ptovi ded to Defendants. 



^duly burdensome. ,- ^ions requests and definitions exceeding 

Plaintiff objects to all Defendants n^ons, req 

. frivilProcednreandtheLocalRulesofthis 
♦ provided by the Federal Rules of Cml Procean 
the requirements provided oy inc 



C. 



Court. 
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• inrtudine parts and subparts, exceeding the 
D Pjaintiff objects to aU interrogators, urcludmg parts 

ofCivi) Procedure and thecal Rules of 



limitation on number provided by the Federal Roles 



. „ mh<!r and the Court's Scheduling Order 

to Cou rt , unless the Parties agree to increase such number and * 

allows them to do so. tmt ^ it is unreasonably vague, 

E. naintiffobjeotstoeaehin.errogaW.otheexten.Aat.t.su 

broad, repetitious, duplicative or unduly burdensome. 

F . p^obje^oallinterroga.oriesandonnerdiscovery^ues^atr.eno, 

reasonably calculated to lend to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

G . puimiffob^toaHinterrogatortesandotberdiscoveryrcnes^atareno. 

relevant to .he claims or defenses involved in the pending action. 

M . Plaintiff obiects » each interrogatory to the extent mat i, seeks information no, m 

*. possession, custody, or control of Plaintiff, his ageru, or his representative, 

, p.aintiffobjecUloanydiscoveryre^.hatasUP.aintimo^orrec^ 

„ points and authorities mat a, entire* makers of .aw. No response is quired to such 

inquiries, as they are outside the scope of factual discovery. 

: „ reserves the right to object to the rdevancy, m«eriaUty, or admissibiUty 

rf any information provided in this response attrial or a, any other evidentiary proceeding. 

K. Maintiff reserves me right to supplement his responses upon drscovery of 

additional responsive information. 

,1 SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES 
^RROG A TORV NO. l: Identify each person who is .drefy to have discovert 
information that you may use to support your claims and identifying me subject of the 

information. 
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♦~ tv„» ^vi£iit it is overly broad 
< di ntiffobiects to this interrogatory to the extent 
^SWERNO.H Plaintdfob.ects debtttorenotliinitedto loseph 

^ vag ue. Without living objection, such persons include but » - 

w- TatChuns Lou, White, Gre g ory lohnson, «-d, Musnm, Robe* Bush, *« 
Galling, Wai Tat Chung, Lome 

, ■, ™bers and loved ones who have observed the emononal injuries 
close family members and „, Val Disclosures submitted inthis 

Mso see the extensive lists of individuals identified in the buna, Disclosure 

^e, This response may be supplemented, if appropriae. 

^RROGATORY NO. , Identify a!, documents in vol* possess*, custody, 

control that yon may use to support your claims in to matter. 

•i. «™1« that such documents are equally it not 
ANSWER NO. 2i Objection, on the grounds that sucn 

«. accessible to Defends hence, mis ime^tory is overly broad and burdensome. 

Wit bout w,vin g objection do— y snpport may be obtained from emp.oy.nen, «- - 

. PD 119's in Defendants' custody; documents compiled m 
Defendants' custody; the numerous PD-1 19 s in U i 

.e Bqual Employment Opportunity 0«> invasion of to mane, and the trance 
Metros Police Bap— Police Trial Bed hearts ht die matte, of L— Robert 
At cheson. (A,o see bridal Oisc.osute, skirted hi to made,) This answer may be 

supplemented, if appropriate. 

INT ERROGATORV NO. 3: Provide a detailed and precise computation of all 

relating or pertaining to you,' claim for damages. 

• ^ a. Wire not limited to compensation for 
ANSWER NO. 3: Plaintiffs damages include but are not urn 

^snffe^s^atndety.hutniliaUonandemolionalinjntle, «-—*-. 
^tonmebasisofhisrace. P.aintiff was plated a.ajnst aflet he complained ,o *e 
BEOC— .— Plamdff^snbj.credtocnnlinuous.scrinnnatoryandhosnle 
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_, and reratiatory conduct in severa. respect including b- no, limited to «« 
evaluation, overtime, disciplinary action, aggressive interrogation sessions, excessive use of 
«islly abusive language, access to and use of po.ice cars and emergency breathing equipment 
Phnntiff was deliberately and continuously intimidated, taararcd, pa«oni»d and offended in . 
racially hostile environment and workplace climate ft* impeded his ability to be productive. As 
. direct and proximate result of Defendants' discriminatory conduct, Plaintiff suffered emotional 
distress and mental anguish, including but no. limited to embarrassment, humiliation, loss of 
self-esteem, emotiona! injuries and psychological damage necessitating therapy. This answer 

may be supplemented, if appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: identify, in complete and precise detail, each "action" that 

you allege Defendant Atcbeson took against you as alleged in paragraph 12 of the Amended 

Complaint. 

ANSWER NO. 4: See the Amended Complaint filed in this matter in its entirety, 

wherein allegations of Defendant's disparate and discriminatory conduct are set forth in some 
detail, specifically, Paragraphs 14 through 28. Moreover, Atcheson constantly demeaned 
Plaintiffs as "worthless" and "useless pieces of shit." Also see the transcript of the Metropolitan 
Police Department, Police Trial Board hearings in the matter of Lieutenant Robert Atcheson and 

Plaintiff s answer lo Interrogatory N o . 3 . 

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Identify, in complete and precise detail, each and every 
training course that Defendant Atcheson allegedly denied you while you worked in the 
Environmental Crimes Unit. (See Paragraph 1 6.) 

ANSWER NO. 5: Objection to the extent that information responsive to this 
interrogatory is more readily available to Defendants than to Plaintiff. Without waiving 
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objection, Plaintiff responds that Defendant Atchcson denied Plaintiff the opportunity to attend 
training as an emergency medical technician. As a result of this denial Plaintiff lost his license 
and a fortiori his eligibility to teach cardiac pulmonary resuscitation. Plaintiff was denied 
advanced interrogation training. Plaintiff was denied permission to attend a financial 
investigation class that would have enhanced his promotion chances. This answer may be 
supplemented, if appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Identify each "similarly situated Caucasian police officer" 
referenced in the Amended Complaint. State, in complete and precise detail, all facts that show 
or tend to show that he or she is "similarly situated", including the training involved. 

ANSWER NO. 6: Objection to the extent that this interrogatory seeks to elicit a legal 
conclusion from the Plaintiff. Plaintiff further objects to this interrogatory based on attorney- 
client privilege and work-product protection to the extent that Defendants seek the legal theories, 
opinions and impressions of Plaintiff s counsel. Subject to, and without waiver of objection, 
Plaintiff responds that these officers include Karl Ruleman and Paul Kurgan. As to the training 
involved regarding Ruleman and Kurgan, such information is in Defendants' possession and 
more easily obtained from Defendants' own files. This answer rtay be supplemented, if 
appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Identify each and every overtime request that Defendant 
Atcheson denied to Plaintiff. For each such alleged instance, identify the date, the amount of 
requested time, the specific court of the Amended Complaint, and all other pertinent details. 



ANSWER NO. 7: Plaintiff objects to the extent that this interrogatory seeks 
information more readily available to Defendants. Plaintiff further objects to the extent that it is 
unduly burdensome and infeasiblc to document the numerous instances of "each and every 
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overtime request." Without waiving these objections, Plaintiff responds that between January 
2001 and December 2003, Defendant Atcheson denied Plaintiff numerous requests for overtime 
while authorizing overtime for similarly situated Caucasian officers. Moreover, Atcheson 
verbally denied overtime to officers of color through directives to Sgt. Shakir Muslim and 
Sgt Louie White. 

INTERROGATORY NO, 8: State, in complete and precise detail, all facts related to 
your failure to appear in February 2001 at a trial for illegal dumping. 

ANSWER NO. 8: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Without waiving objection, Plaintiff does not 
recall missing such a court date in February 2001. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 9: State, in complete and precise detail, all facts related to 
your failure to appeal at an Office of Citizen Complaint Review Board hearing in or around 
October 2001. 



ANSWER NO- 9: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Without waiving objection, Plaintiff responds 
that the CCRB case was dismissed, however, Plaintiff missed the mediation. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: State, in complete and precise detail, all facts related or 
pertaining to each investigation that you conducted between January 1, 2001 and June 1, 2005. 

ANSWER NO. 10: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory 
as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own 
records. Duplication and/or recitation of such information would, therefore, be unduly 
burdensome. The Metropolitan Police Department records contain the requested information. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 11: State, in complete and precise detail, all facts related or 
pertaining to any involvement that you had in an accident while operating a DP W vehicle in 
February 2003. 

ANSWER NO. 11: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory 
as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own 
records. Duplication and/or recitation of such information would, therefore, be unduly 
burdensome. The Metropolitan Police Department records contain the requested information. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 12: State, in complete and precise detailed each and every 
fact relating or pertaining to your allegation in paragraph 27 of the Amended Complaint that 
"Atcheson conducted a racially motivated and retaliatory campaign of hatred against" you. 

ANSWER NO. 12: Inter alia, Atcheson verbally abused Plaintiff Squires and used 
derogatory terms including but not limited to '"mother fucker." Atcheson intentionally gave false 
information to North Carolina police, knowing that it would be detrimental to Plaintiff Squires. 
Atcheson impugned Plaintiffs character by stating that he was "a scumbag who did not deserve 
to be in the police, he was going to get him fired and that he was a criminal who had been locked 
up in North Carolina." According to the pertinent EEOC determination, Atcheson deliberately 
lied to Plaintiff [to get] him to admit to an offense he did not commit. Atcheson made it known 
throughout the police department that he wanted to get Plaintiff Squires fired. Also see the 
Amended Complaint filed in this matter in its entirety, wherein allegations of Defendant's 

disparate and discriminatory conduct are set forth in some detail in Paragraphs 14 through 28. 
This answer may be supplemented; if appropriate. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 13: State in complete and precise detail, each and every fact 
relating or pertaining to your al legation in Paragraph 28 of the Amended Complaint that 



Atcheson's conduct caused you "stress, embarrassment, and enormous humiliation." 

ANSWER NO. 13: Inter alia, Atcheson verbally abused Plaintiff Squires and used 
derogatory terms including but not limited to "mother fucker." Atcheson intentionally gave false 
information to North Carolina police, knowing that it would be detrimental to Plaintiff Squires. 
Atcheson impugned Plaintiffs character by stating that he was "a scumbag who did not deserve 
to be in the police, he was going to get him fired and that he was a criminal who had been locked 
up in North Carolina." According to EEOC determination, Atcheson deliberately lied to Plaintiff 
[to get] him to admit to an offense he did not commit. Atcheson told the Warrant Squad and 
other persons demeaning and defamatory comments about Plaintiff Squires. Also see the 
Amended Complaint filed in thi s matter in its entirety, wherein allegations of Defendant's 
disparate and discriminatory conduct are set forth in some detail in Paragraphs 14 through 28. 
This answer may be supplemented, if appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 14: Identify each and every communication relating or 
pertaining to this lawsuit with another Plaintiff. 

ANSWER NO. 1 4: Objection. Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it seeks 
information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, work-product protection 
and/or other privileges and protections implicated by joint parties in this litigation. Such 
information will not be produced. The inadvertent revelation of any such privileged and 
protected information shall not be deemed a waiver of any applicable privilege or doctrine with 
respect to that information or the subject matter thereof. 



8 



03/09/2007 14:30 FAX 0miG/niR 

._ jCase-U0§-cv-0H-2G-JR- Document 35-2 Filed 03/13/2007 Page 11 of 17 w 



INTERROGATORY NO. J 5: Identify each person whom you expect to call to provide 
opinion testimony either as an expert witness (including treating physicians, if you expect such 
physician to testify) or non-expert opinion testimony. With respect to such persons, slate or 
identify, in complete and precise detail (a) all opinions to which the expert will or may testify; (b) 
the complete basis and reasons for each of those opinions (provide information on an opinion by 
opinion basis); (c) the data and other information considered in forming the opinions (provide 
information on an opinion by opinion basis); (d) the complete qualifications of the witness to 
render such opioion(s), including a copy of all publications and presentations authored or co- 
authored by the witness; (e) the compensation to be paid for the work and time spent in 
connection with the matter; (f) the precise methodology used by the expert witaess (including 
treating physicians) to reach the opinions provided and a list of publications that the expert 
contends establishes that such methodology is both scientifically valid and reliable; (g) all 
communications (including the identity any documents (such as e-mail) transmitted to or 
received from such person) between you (including counsel) and such person(s) beginning from 
the date of first contact with such person to the present; (h) all instances of professional 
discipline, censure, or other disapproval, including the details of any failure to pass any licensure 
or certifying examination; (f) all civil, administrative, or criminal matters to which such person 
has been a party; and (j) a listing of any other cases in which the witness has testified as an expert 
at trial, at hearing, or by deposition since January 1, 1995. 

ANSWER NO. 15: Therapist J. Edwards, Metropolitan Police Employee Assistance 
Program, 901 East Capitol Street, SE, Washington DC, 20003 has direct knowledge of Plaintiffs 
emotional injuries, subject to the applicable privileges and protections. Edward's telephone 
number is (202) 546-9684. This answer may be supplemented, if appropriate. 



9 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 16: For each opinion identified in response to Interrogatory 
1 5 or which you otherwise plan to offer, identify the precise methodology used to reach that 
opinion. In addition, state (a) whether the conclusions following from the application of the 
methodology can be objectively challenged and if so, how; (b) wither the methodology has been 
subject to peer review or publication and if so, identify each such peer review (including any peer 
review that resulted in the rejection of a propose paper) and publication; (c) the false positive rate 
(expressed as a percentage), the true positive rate (expressed as a percentage), the true negative 
rate (expressed as a percentage), and the false negative rate (expressed as a percentage) for the 
methodology used to generate such opinion (and the literature supporting the determination of 
the false positive rate); (d) the base rate (expressed as a percentage) in the relevant population of 
any symptom or condition that Plaintiff claims to have experienced; (e) whether standards exists 
controlling the operation of the methodology and if so, identify those standards; an (f) the degree 
of acceptance of the methodology (as applied) within the scientific community and the identity of 

i 

literature to support any assertion regarding the degree of acceptance and nay literature 
challenging the methodology. 

i 

ANSWER NO. 16: Not applicable at this time. This answer will be supplemented, if 

appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 17: Identify each and every litigation, whether 
administrative, civil, family, or criminal, to which you have been a party or a witness. For each 
litigation, provide the court, the docket number, the name of the lead counsel for the party 
opposing you, whether you prepared any affidavits or testified at a deposition, and the nature of 

the proceeding. 
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INTERROGATORY NO- 20: When did you first become aware that Defendant 
Atcheson acted in a way that you claim gave rise to each cause of action that you have asserted 

against him? 

ANSWER NO. 20: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks 
information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own records. 
Duplication and/or recitation of such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. An 
extensive record has been developed in this matter. Without waiving objection, Plaintiff was 
made aware of Defendant Atcheson 1 s discriminatory intention at a meeting where Atcheson 
stated that he did not believe in treating people equally. This answer may be supplemented, if 
appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Identify each person you arrested in calendar years 
2001-2004. 

ANSWER NO. 21 : Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory 
as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own 
records and/or information previously provided to Defendants. Duplication and/or recitation of 
such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. This answer will be supplemented, if 

appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Describe, in complete and precise detail, each and every 
investigation that you initiated as a member of the ECU, including, but not limited to, all facts 
related or pertaining your activities in pursuit of this investigation, the result of the investigation, 
and other pertinent details. 
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ANSWER NO. 17: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory 
as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own 
records and/or information previously provided to Defendants. Duplication and/or recitation of 
such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. This answer may be supplemented, if 

appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 18: State your complete medical and psychological history 

prior to the mtidems(s) described in your lawsuit, including the name, address and telephone 
number of all the therapists and counselors who have treated or examined you, the names, 
address and telephone numbers of all hospitals, rehabilitation facilities or clinics and the nature 
of the service provided, and any illnesses or conditions, including drug and alcohol dependency, 
for which you have received treatment or counseling and the dates thereof. 

ANSWER NO. 18: This answer may be supplemented, if appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 19: Provide your complete medical and psychological 
history after the incident()s) described in your lawsuit, including the names, addresses and 
telephone number of your regular primary care physician, the name, address, telephone number 
of your health insurance carrier; the name, address, and telephone number of all hospitals where 
you were in or outpatient, and the reasons for the hospitalization; and all illnesses or injuries you 
suffered after the incident(s), specifying each that you have not fully recovered from. 

ANSWER NO. 1 9: Therapist J. Edwards, Metropolitan Police Employee Assistance 
Program, 901 East Capitol Street, SE, Washington DC, 20003 has direct knowledge of Plaintiff s 
emotional injuries, subject to the applicable privileges and protections. Edward's telephone 
number is (202) 546-9684. This answer may be supplemented, if appropriate. 



u 
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ANSWER NO. 22: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is not relevant 
to the claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this 
interrogatory as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from 
their own records and/or information previously provided to Defendants. Duplication and/or 
recitation of such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. This answer will be 
supplemented, if appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 23: What is the total number of prosecution reports that you 
completed between January 1 , 2001 and June 1 , 2005. Provide a grand total and monthly totals 
(provide the total individually for each kind of report). 

ANSWER NO. 23 : Plaintiff obj ects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory 
as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own 
records and/or information previously provided to Defendants. Duplication and/or recitation of 
such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. This answer will be supplemented, if 

appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 24: What is the total number of witness and defendant 

statements that you took between January 1, 2001 and June 1, 2005? Provide a grand total and 
monthly totals (provide the total individually for each kind of statement). 

ANSWER NO. 24: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it is not relevant to the 
claims or defenses involved in the pending action. Further, Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory 
as it seeks information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own 
records and/or information previously provided to Defendants. Duplication and/or recitation of 
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such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. This answer will be supplemented, if 

appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 25: State, in complete and precise detail, all facts relating or 
pertaining to any claims that any alleged action of Defendant Atcheson's caused you objectively 
tangible harm. 

ANSWER NO. 25: See Plaintiffs answers to Interrogatories Nos. 3, 4, 12 and 13. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 26: Did you produce all reasonably available documents 
within your possession, custody, or control that is responsive to Defendant's Atchison's First Set 
of Request for Documents? If not, state, in complete and precise detail, why not. 

ANSWER NO. 26: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks 
information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own records. 
Duplication and/or recitation of such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. An 
extensive record has been developed in this matter. Without waiving objection, this answer may 
be supplemented, if appropriate. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 27: Did you provide all of the reasonable available 
information that is responsive to the foregoing interrogatories: If not, state, in complete and 

v. 

precise detail, why not. 

ANSWER NO. 27: Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks 
information that is, or should be, readily available to Defendant(s) from their own records. 

Duplication and/or recitation of such information would, therefore, be unduly burdensome. An 
extensive record has been developed in this matter. Without waiving objection, this answer may 
be supplemented, if appropriate. 
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ReroectfuNy submi 




Don 

1229 15 th Std 

Washington, 
202-628-1101 
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